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Abstract : This study aims to describe the 
performance of principals and teachers in 
implementing inclusive education in primary  
school.To achieve these  objectives, the research 
survey has been done at the primary school of 
inclusive education in 4  districts, namely Surakarta, 
Karanganyar, Sukoharjo, and Boyolali, Central 
Java Indonesia. The number of samples in this study 
was 51 elementary schools, 51 principals, and 103 
teachers. The data was collected using 
questionnaires and processed by means of 
descriptive statistics. The validity of Questionnaire 
for Principals is in the range of 0312-0796 with 
0962reliability. The Validity of Questionnaire for 
Teachers is  in the range of 0290-0815 with 0956 
reliability. The results was summarized as follows: 
(1)The performance of school principals in 
implementing inclusive education is in the medium 
category, (2)performance of classroom teachers in 
implementing inclusive education is in the medium 
category.(3)Principal performance  mean score was 
65.5 %, higher than the mean score achieved by 
teachers (62.3%). 
 
Key words: Inclusive School,  teachers performance,  
principals’ performance. 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Basically, inclusive education is an 
evolution. It means it a changing paradigm of 
education for children with special needs (CWSN). 
In the old paradigm, CWSN was the main source of 
problem to get their education. For this reason, 
education for CWSN was segregated from other 
children of the same age. This type of model is 
known as medical approach (Barnes & Mercer, 
2003) or ’personal  tragedy theory, individual model, 
or medical model. (Oliver, 1990, Barnes & Mercer, 
2003).  In short, this kind of old paradigm assumed 
that (1) disability is a problem in the individuaal 
level (individual model), (2) disability is no other 
than physical or mental weaknesses or limitation 
(impairment), and (3) the only solution is by 
elimnating the weaknesses or limitation by means of 
medical, psychlogical,and psychiatric intervention.   
The new paradigm rised as a protest to such 
medical approach for the injustice and 
discrimination upon the disabilities. Some scienctists 
with disabilities in England such as  Oliver (1990) 
and Barnes& Mercer (2003) developed a new 
approach widely kown as  ’Social   Model   of  
Disability’. This new approach assumed that 
environment and social organizations were the key 
factors to the education for children with disabilities. 
Should the environment and social organization be 
changed in such a way that CWSN get the 
opportunity to education, Such children would have 
grown and developed like others of the same ages in 
general. 
The changing paradigm from medical to 
social model implies that education system for 
CWSN shifted from segregation to inclusion. 
Stainback & Stainback (1996) state that  ‘all  
children are enriched by having the opportunity to 
learn from one another, grow to care for one 
another, and gain the attitudes, skills, and values 
necessary for our communities to support the 
inclusion   of   all   citizens’(p.4). This statement was 
supported  by Yi Ding, et.al (2006) asserting the new 
research findings that CWSN with some physical 
and mental disabilities turned to achieve in regular 
school settings through teaching strategy and othe 
facilities, curriculum, specially designed instruction 
that enhance the CWSN learn meaningfully on their 
individual basis. This finding proves the the fact that 
social approach managed to solve the educational 
problems experienced by CWSN. It also proves to 
explain that medical model (segregation model) was 
not the only way to solve the problems of education 
for the CWSN. 
The major issue of the implementation of 
inclusive education is respected to the school setting, 
the school principal, and teachers as the 
responsibility holder for the classrrom instruction. 
The question, then, is whether or not the 
implementation of inclusive education is managed 
quite well. Secondly, how well could the pschool 
principal and teachers manage the implementation of 
inclusive education? These two questions become 
the main issues in this research. 
To support this research, few relevant 
studies have been elaborated. Studies on school 
principals’   and   teachers’   performance   in   inclusive  
schools have been conducted. A research on 72 
school teachers in Serbia (Kalyva et.al., 2007) 
concluded that regular teachers were to some extent 
showed negative attitude toward CWSN as compard 
to teachers with considerable experience in 
including children in regular schools. Mdikana, et.al 
(2007) carried out a research on a number of 
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students in University of Witwatersrand, di 
Johannesburg in Post Graduate Certificate in 
Education, B.Phys. Ed. and BA (Ed.) with  22  boys 
students and 17 girl students. In general, these 
students respond positively towds inclusive 
education, and there is no different positive attitude 
between boys and girls. In her research, Charema 
(2010) conducted on inclusive education in Sub 
Saharan Afrika, Charema (2010) concluded that to 
build inclusive education ws not easy Charema 
(2010) because it involved positive attitude, values, 
teacher training program, and school system. 
Meanwhile, a change is one of permanent aspects, 
and not many people like it. A study conducted by 
Andrews dan Frankel (2010) in Guyana concluded 
that thee main problems in inclusive education 
include (1) attitude and perception toward CWSN; 
(2) change agent; (3) resourrces; and (4) experience 
in involving CWSN in regula class. 
Studies conducted in Indonesia such as 
Yusuf, and Indianto (2009) on the profile of 
inclusive schools in one region in Central Java, 
Sunardi, et.al (2010) found many problems in 
implementing the inclusive education. However, 
studies  on  the  principals’  and  teachers’ performance 
in inclusive education were not found.  
 
II. METHOD OF RESEARCH  
This research is survey involving 51 inclusive 
schools, 51 principals and 103 teachers in four 
region and/City in Municipality of Surakarta, 
Central Java. The data ws collected ales with four 
options( 1, 2, 3, 4) which describe the freguency or 
quality inimplementing the iclusive education. The 
validity of the questionnaires was 0,796, with the 
degree of reliability 0,962. Validity of 
questionnaires by the Teachers was on 0,290 – 0,815 
with the reliability of 0,956. 
 
III. RESULT OF RESEARCH  
1. Principals’   Performance in Implementing 
Inclusive School  
Table 1 : 
School  Principals’  Performance in Implementing 
Iclusive Education 
(N = 51 Respondents School Principals) 
 
No Aspects Mean Scores  Ideal Scores 
1 Institution 31 (77,5%) 40 
2 Curriculum & 
Instruction 
48 (63,3%) 76 
3 Students 26 (64,7%) 40 
4 Human Resource  30 (67,8%) 44 
5 School Fasilities 10 (50,0%) 20 
6 Funding 15 (62,3%) 24 
 Average scores 160 (65,5%) 244 (100%) 
This data is shown in the following. 
 
Table 2. 
Category of  School  Principals’  Performance  
Compared to Ideal Criteria 
Sub 
ject 
Categorization Subject   Empi 
rical 
Means 
Score Categori
zation 
Frek 
(N) 
Percent 
(%) 
Princi
pals’ 
61< X <97,6 Very 
low 
1 2.0 
159,76 
97,6 < X <134,2 Low 12 23.5 
134,2 < X < 170,8 Fair 16 31.4 
170,8 < X <207,4 High 19 37.3 
207,4 < X <244 Very 
High 
3 5.9 
 
 Based on the above table, it can be 
concluded that school principals ’Performance   tend  
to be in the position of fair and High (68,7%). 
However, when seen from the means, it tends to be 
in the position of Fair with the score of 159,76. 
2. Teachers’   performance   in   implementing   the  
inclusive education 
Table 3. 
Teachers’ Performance in Implementing   
Inclusive Education 
 (N = 103 Respondents) 
No Aspects Mean Score Ideal Score 
1 Institution 14 (70,3%) 20 
2 Curriculum & 
Instruction 
47 (62,3%) 76 
3 Students 21 (59,4%) 36 
4 Human Resource 25 (62,3%) 40 
5 Facilities 6 (56,1%) 12 
6 Funding 5 (61,7%) 8 
 Mean 118 (61,45%) 192 (100%) 
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Based on the table 3, it can be drawn in the 
following diagram. 
 
 
 
Tabel 4. 
Teachers’ Performance in Comparison to the Ideal 
Criteria  
 
Sub 
jects 
Categorization Subject  Empi 
rical 
Mean 
Score  Cate 
gory  
 Frek 
(N) 
Percent 
(%) 
Tea 
chers 
48< X <76,8 Very 
low 
4 3.9 
119,43 
76,8< X <105,6 Low 34 33.0 
105,6< X <134,4 Fair 26 25.2 
134,4< X <163,2 High 33 32.0 
163,2< X <192 Very 
high 
6 5.8 
 
From the table 4, it can be concluded that the tachers 
’performance      lies in the position of Fair category 
with the main score of 119,43. 
 
3. The difference between The Principals and 
Teachers’  Performance 
From table 1 and 3, it can be known that 
there is a difference of the schools principals and 
teachers ’performance   in   implementing   inclusive  
education.  The  school  principals’  performance  tends  
to  be  higher  as  compared  to  teachers’performance.    
 
Notes. : A (Instituiton), B (Curriculum & 
Instruction, and Evaluation), C (Human resource), D 
(Students), E (Facilities), F (Funding). 
 
IV. DISCUSSION 
The finding of this research indicates that 
inclusive education in Indonesia is acceptable 
among the schools, and it tends to develop 
constantly. When compared to the previous research 
(Yusuf & Indianto, 2009 and 2010; Sunardi, et.al. 
2010), it  clesrly indicate the sharp increase in term 
of quality in the implementation of inclusive 
education from (52,2%), mean score of this research 
is (65,5%) in the aspect of institution. It means, the 
performance of the school principal improves 
constantly from year to year in implementing 
inclusive education in Indonesia. 
In all, it can be concluded that the school 
principals’   performance   is   better   as   compared   to  
teachers’   performance   in   implementing   inclusive  
education. The difference is strongly assumed that 
the school principals more frequently join the 
several training on inclusive education forums. More 
over it is known that school principals have regular 
meetings, particularly in Boyolali and Karanganyar 
regencies. Unfortunately, such forum is not available 
for teachers. 
 
V. CONCLUSION 
In   general,   the   school   principals’ 
performance in implementing inclusive education 
tends to be high in most aspects of categories. On 
the  other  hand,  the  teachers’  performance  tends  to  be  
low in most aspcts of catgory. The comparison 
between both performances of school principals and 
teachers is indicated by the different mean scores of  
(65,5%) compared to (62,3%). This difference is 
probably due to the frequency of meetings of 
inclusive education  trainings  on  the  principals’  side.  
On the other side, teachers hardly have the 
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opportunity to join the meetings on incluisive 
eduation trainings  
 
VI. RECOMMENDATION 
Both school principals and teachers need to 
improve their performance in implementing 
inclusive education. Regular teachers need even 
more opportunities to have trainings so as to 
improve their knowledge and competence in giving 
educationa services for CWSN.  
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